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Rugby Borough Council Community Infrastructure Levy – Statement of 
representations made in respect of the draft charging schedule 
 
Three regulation 16 consultations were held in respect of the draft CIL charging 
schedule. 
 
The first consultation 7th October to 18th November 2022 
 
The first regulation 16 consultation took place for six weeks between 7th October 
2022 and 18th November 2022. A notice of the consultation was placed in The Rugby 
Observer on Thursday 6th October 2022. The first consultation included a 
simultaneous consultation on a draft Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 
Document. Therefore, some of the responses received related to that SPD, rather 
than the draft charging schedule. At the time of writing the draft Planning Obligations 
SPD is under review and has not yet proceeded to adoption. 
 
Notice of the consultation was sent to all those on the council’s planning consultation 
database by email or letter.  
 
During the consultation period a copy of the draft charging schedule and supporting 
evidence were made available on the council’s website and at the following 
locations: 
 

Rugby Borough Council’s offices, Town Hall, Evreux Way, Rugby, CV12 2RR,  
Rugby Library and Information Centre, Little Elborow Street, Rugby, CV21 
3BZ  
Dunchurch Community Library, The Green, Dunchurch, Rugby, CV22 6PA  
Wolston Library and Information Centre, Warwick Road, Wolston, Coventry, 
CV8 3GX. 

 
Eleven responses were received in response to the first consultation. A summary of 
the main issues raised in those responses, and how those representations were 
taken into account is set out in Appendix 1 below. 
 
Following the first regulation 16 consultation and taking into account representations 
received, the council produced additional viability testing evidence and made the 
following changes to the charging schedule: 
 

• zero rating developments of apartments within the urban area of Rugby town 
due to additional viability evidence showing such developments cannot 
support the CIL; and 

• zero rating residential development within the Rugby Radio Station/Houlton 
strategic site allocation, bringing Houlton into line with the charging approach 
for the Coton Park East and South West Rugby strategic sites. 

 
Additional viability modelling was also undertaken for smaller supermarkets, which 
had not previously been tested. 
 
The modelling showed smaller supermarkets can support the proposed retail CIL 
charging rate, so no change was made to the draft schedule in relation to retail. 
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The second consultation 8th May to 16th June 2023 
 
Considering the changes to the draft charging schedule, a second regulation 16 
consultation took place for six weeks between Monday 8th May 2023 and Friday 16th 
June 2023. A notice of the consultation was placed in The Rugby Observer on 
Thursday 4 May 2023. A copy of the consultation notice is attached at Appendix 2.  
 
Notice of the consultation and the statement of representations procedure were sent 
to all those on the council’s planning consultation database by email or letter.  
 
During the consultation period a copy of the draft charging schedule and supporting 
evidence were made available on the council’s website and at the following 
locations: 
 

Rugby Borough Council’s offices, Town Hall, Evreux Way, Rugby, CV12 2RR,  
Rugby Library and Information Centre, Little Elborow Street, Rugby, CV21 
3BZ  
Dunchurch Community Library, The Green, Dunchurch, Rugby, CV22 6PA  
Wolston Library and Information Centre, Warwick Road, Wolston, Coventry, 
CV8 3GX. 

 
Fourteen responses were received to the second consultation. A summary of the 
main issues raised in those responses, and how those representations were taken 
into account is set out in Appendix 3 below. 
 
The third consultation 7th August to 4th September 2023 
 
Considering comments received in response to the second consultation, the council 
elected to update its viability evidence to use the most up to date available costs and 
values. 
 
The viability evidence, as with previous versions, showed that industrial, light 
industrial and storage and distribution uses could viably support a CIL charge of up 
to £11 per square metre. 
 
The viability report, as with previous versions, advised that the council could 
consider setting a nominal rate of circa £5 per square metre for these uses given the 
quantum of floor space that may come forward in future. 
 
In July 2023 the council elected to amend the draft charging schedule to incorporate 
a charge for industrial, light industrial and storage and distribution uses of £5 per 
square metre. Such a charge had not been included in the draft charging schedules 
consulted on in the first and the second consultations. 
  
The third consultation took place for four weeks between 7th August and 4th 
September 2023. 
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A notice of the consultation was, as with the previous consultations, placed in the 
Rugby Observer on Thursday 3rd August 2023 (Appendix 5). 
 
Notice of the consultation and the statement of representations procedure were sent 
to all those on the council’s planning consultation database by email or letter.  
 
During the consultation period a copy of the draft charging schedule and supporting 
evidence were made available on the council’s website and at the following 
locations: 
 

Rugby Borough Council’s offices, Town Hall, Evreux Way, Rugby, CV12 2RR,  
Rugby Library and Information Centre, Little Elborow Street, Rugby, CV21 
3BZ  
Dunchurch Community Library, The Green, Dunchurch, Rugby, CV22 6PA  
Wolston Library and Information Centre, Warwick Road, Wolston, Coventry, 
CV8 3GX. 

 
Seventeen responses were received to the third consultation. A summary of the 
main issues raised in those responses, and how those representations were taken 
into account is set out in Appendix 6 below. 
 
The full consultation document that was used for the third consultation is included at 
Appendix 7 below.



 

4 
 

Appendix 1 
 
Press notice of the first public consultation 
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Appendix 2  
 
Main issues raised in responses to the first R16 consultation (7th October 2022 to 18th November 2022) and how those 
responses were taken into account  
 

Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

Hinckley & Bosworth BC Support CIL Support welcomed 

Integrated Care 
Systems (Coventry & 
Warwickshire) 

Welcome CIL and S106 SPD as they 
are mechanisms to increase funding for 
health expenditure 

Support welcomed 

Homes England Welcome decision to exempt SW Rugby 
site from CIL due to infrastructure costs, 
ask that any CIL generated is used to 
help deliver the SW Rugby allocation 

Support welcomed. Allocation of CIL revenue will be a 
matter for the council to decide. Spending priorities will be 
updated annually through the Annual Infrastructure Funding 
Statement. 

Coal Authority No specific comments Noted 

Historic England 1) Make exceptional circumstances 
relief from CIL available when the 
development in question is on the 
heritage assets at risk register. 

 
2) In S106 SPD add following 

wording ‘Opportunities for 
conservation and enhancement of 
the historic environment will be 
sought through development 
proposals which have an impact on 
a heritage asset and/or its setting.’   

1.  One of the key advantages of the CIL system is the 
simplicity of the system. Making exceptional circumstances 
relief available would make the system more complicated 
increasing administrative costs. Amending S106 
contributions to reflect viability concerns is a long 
established and well understood mechanism and as such is 
the Council’s preferred approach. Exceptional 
circumstances relief can be ‘switched on’ after CIL is 
introduced. The council will keep the need to do this under 
review. 
 
2. The Council is content to amend the wording of the s106 
SPD to reflect this suggested change. 

RPS obo Taylor 
Wimpey 

1) S106 SPD should allow for 
improvements to be delivered by 
developers. 

1. The Council is content to amend wording to reflect this. 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

2) Unclear how contributions to 
voluntary sector will meet tests 
for s106 obligations 

2. Contributions may comply with regulations depending on 
the nature of the application. The council doesn’t want to 
preclude supporting the voluntary sector from the outset. 

Tetlow King obo 
Retirement Villages Ltd 

Language on page 7 of draft CIL 
charging schedule needs amending to 
be more precise at footnote 2 definition 
should be expanded as follows 
‘Retirement living or sheltered housing; 
Extra care housing or housing-with-care 
and Residential care homes and nursing 
homes as defined by Paragraph: 010 
Reference ID: 63-010-20190626 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance’ 

The CIL viability study shows most forms of older person’s 
housing are unable to viability support CIL. This change 
was reflected in the amended draft charging schedule 
consulted on in the second consultation. 

Quod obo SDI PropCo 
(100) Ltd 

1)  Paragraph 18 of the CIL Draft 
Charging Schedule makes reference 
to “convenience retail” being exempt 
and “comparison retail 
supermarkets” being CIL 
chargeable. We consider this to be a 
drafting error as Table 1 and the 
accompanying (Community 
Infrastructure Levy Viability 
Assessment Review (October 2022)) 
make reference to “convenience 
retail” not comparison retail as being 
chargeable. Please amend 
Paragraph 18 accordingly. 

2) Would like footnote 2 amending to 
exclude accommodation for trainees 
as follows “Residential excludes 
onsite worker and trainee 
accommodation, student 

1. This was corrected in the amended draft charging 
schedule for the second consultation. 
 
2. No change made. Depending upon its scale, the type of 
worker/trainee accommodation proposed may be a C4 or 
sui generis house in multiple occupation, which is expressly 
excluded from the definition of ‘residential’ in the charging 
schedule. However, if the proposed accommodation is not a 
HMO, but is in fact a residential dwellinghouse use, that 
happens to be occupied by employees of a particular 
company, then there is no clear reason why it should be 
excluded from the residential rate. 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 
accommodation, HMO’s, sheltered 
housing.” 

David Locke Associates 
obo Urban & Civic 

For the avoidance of doubt and to 
ensure consistency between the plans 
and paragraph 16, it is recommended 
that the plans are amended so that the 
Houlton site is shown as exempt. 

The amended draft charging schedule consulted on in the 
second consultation made this change. 

Q&A Planning obo 
Karenor Partners Ltd 

1. flatted developments in the town 
centre have not been assessed so 
should be zero rated for CIL. 
 
2. should have a threshold for retail 
schemes applying a CIL to retail 
schemes above 2,500 sq.m. 

1. Additional viability testing was undertaken on flatted 
developments in the urban areas following the first 
consultation. This shows that such developments cannot 
viably support CIL. On this basis the amended draft 
charging schedule for the second consultation zero rated 
flatted developments.  
 
2. Additional retail viability testing was undertaken following 
the first consultation and this showed that smaller 
convenience retail schemes can support CIL. Accordingly, 
no change was made to the draft charging schedule. 

Pegasus obo 
Persimmon Homes 
Central 

1. make exceptional circumstances 
relief available  
 
2. In S106 SPD be clear that a 
developer won’t be expected by pay for 
the same piece of infrastructure twice 
via a CIL and a S106 agreement 

1. One of the key advantages of the CIL system is the 
simplicity of the system. Making exception circumstances 
relief available would make the system more complicated 
increasing administrative costs. Amending S106 
contributions to reflect viability concerns is a long 
established and well understood mechanism and as such is 
the Council’s preferred approach. Exceptional 
circumstances relief can be ‘switched on’ after CIL is 
introduced. The council will keep the need to do this under 
review. 
 
2. It is not the intention to double charge for the same 
infrastructure through s106 and CIL. 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

 

Terence O Rourke obo 
William Davis Homes 

1. Does not believe authority need to 
implement a CIL as S106 mechanism is 
successful. 
 
2. CIL funding gap inaccurate as does 
not show latest infrastructure funding 
statement. 
 
3. Exempting strategic sites places 
unfair burden on other sites impeding 
delivery of much needed housing. 
 
4. BNP Viability assessment has been 
overtaken by events and as such it out 
of date and an inaccurate base to work 
from. 

 
5. S106 SPD needs to contain more 
guidance on how RBC expects viability 
assessments to be undertaken 

1. The updated infrastructure funding evidence shows a 
significant funding gap to which CIL can make a meaningful 
contribution.  
 
2 The infrastructure funding evidence was updated in July 
2023 and published as part of the third consultation. 
 
3 Strategic sites will not be paying a CIL due to the high 
level of S106 requirements needed to deliver infrastructure 
on these sites. They will be contributing, just not via CIL. 
 
4 The costs and values in the viability assessment were 
updated in July 2023 and the updated viability assessment 
was published as part of the third consultation. 
 

5 There is a Planning Practice Guidance section dedicated 
to viability and its assessment. The council is unclear what 
further local guidance William David Homes would require.  
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Appendix 3 
 
Press notice of the second public consultation 
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Appendix 4  
 
Main issues raised in responses to the second R16 consultation (8th May 2023 and Friday 16th June 2023) and how those 
responses were taken into account  
 

Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

Thurlaston Parish 
Council 

Suggest that strategic developments 
should not be zero rated for CIL. 
Suggests that s106/s278 agreements 
may be inadequate to fund infrastructure 
costs at South West Rugby and so CIL 
is required in addition. 
 
Suggest that the zero rating of 
commercial and business development 
(excepting retail) is revisited.  

No change was made in relation to strategic developments 
for the following reasons. The evidence in the BNP Paribas 
viability report shows the two urban extension typologies 
(typology 1 and 2) as only able to support a low maximum 
CIL rate while delivering 30% affordable housing. On that 
basis, the consultant recommends nil rating. It should be 
noted that the infrastructure costs at South West Rugby, 
which are in the process of being updated, are likely to be 
significantly higher than modelled in the BNP Paribas 
report. 
 
In relation to commercial development, the BNP report 
states (at para 6.24) in relation to industrial and 
warehousing “Given the low maximum CIL rate, the Council 
may wish to apply a nil rate, but could require a 
nominal rate of, say, £5 per square metre given the 
quantum of space that may come forward in 
the future.”. The council elected to apply a rate of £5 per 
square metre and re-consulted on the amended draft 
charging schedule in the third consultation in August 2023. 
 
In relation to office space, the BNP Paribas report 
concludes “Market rents for offices in Rugby are relatively 
low and office developments would generate GDVs that are 
significantly lower than the costs of construction. 
Speculative office developments are therefore unlikely to 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

come forward until rents increase sufficiently to cover the 
costs of development and generate a residual land value. 
We therefore recommend a nil rate is applied to office 
development”. 
 
The report also recommends nil rating hotels and 
comparison retail.  

Wolvey Parish Council Support the proposed CIL Support welcomed. 

Newton and Biggin 
Parish Council 

Concern that CIL would increase the 
price of smaller housing developments 
in the rural areas of the borough as cost 
is passed on to the purchaser. 
 
Questions raised about how the 
neighbourhood share operates 

CIL should ultimately be funded from land values. It would 
not have an impact on residential sales values, which are 
largely determined by the local second hand market. 
 
The questions on the neighbourhood share didn’t call for 
changes to the charging schedule. 

Warwickshire County 
Council 

No specific comments. Request to be 
notified when the draft charging 
schedule is submitted for examination 
when the examiner’s recommendations 
are published and on approval of the 
charging schedule. 

Noted. 

The Coal Authority No specific comments. Noted. 

Natural England No specific comments. Noted. 

Network Rail Request that all development 
undertaken by Network Rail in relation 
to operational business is specific in the 
charging schedule as ‘zero/nil rated’. 

No change is made. The only categories of development 
that would be charged under the proposed charging 
schedule are new dwellings, industrial and light industrial, 
storage and distribution uses, and convenience retail. It is 
considered unlikely that these uses will be built on 
operational railway land. However, if they were to be built, 
there is no clear reason why they should be zero rated. 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

Historic England The Charging Schedule should include 
reference to ways in which CIL, and 
S106 agreements, could be used to 
implement Local Plan policy and 
proposals relating to the conservation of 
the historic environment, heritage assets 
and their setting. 
 
The Charging Schedule should refer to 
potential discretionary payment 
relief in respect of heritage assets 

No change proposed. The charging schedule under 
regulation 12 of The Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) is not required to include 
details of what CIL will be spent on. This is a matter to be 
set out in the Annual Infrastructure Funding Statement. The 
Approach to Spending the Infrastructure Levy (July 2023) 
sets out a draft infrastructure list which identifies the 
categories of infrastructure that CIL receipts would be spent 
on. 
 
It is understood that the proposal is for exceptional 
circumstances relief (ECR). One of the key advantages of 
CIL is its simplicity. Making ECR available would add 
complexity and increase administrative costs. Amending 
S106 contributions to reflect viability concerns is a long 
established and well understood mechanism and as such is 
the Council’s preferred approach. 
 
Exceptional circumstances relief can be ‘switched on’ after 
CIL is introduced. The council will keep the need to do this 
under review. 

Homes England Supports the nil rating of the South West 
Rugby urban extension for residential 
CIL. 
 
Object to CIL charging for convenience 
retail within the South West Rugby 
urban extension. Argue this is contrary 
to the South West Rugby SPD, argues 
there is no need for CIL for further 
mitigation at South West Rugby, argues 

No changes proposed. 
 
Noted in relation to residential CIL. 
 
In relation to convenience retail: 

- The South West Rugby Masterplan Supplementary 
Planning Document (adopted 17 June 2021) sets out 
environmental, social, design and economic 
objectives relevant to the attainment of development 
and use of land that the local authority wishes to 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

that the development cannot viably 
support retail CIL. 

encourage. It is not a development plan document. 
In the case of South West Rugby and CIL it merely 
states what was envisaged. The South West Rugby 
SPD text is not a binding policy or commitment on 
the part of the council not to charge CIL for any uses 
that may be built on the South West Rugby site. 
Additionally, the SPD is in the process of being 
updated and so this part will be amended if CIL is 
adopted. 
 

- The purpose of CIL is “to ensure that the costs 
incurred in supporting the development of the area 
can be funded (wholly or partly) by owners or 
developers of land in a way that does not make 
development of the area economically unviable” 
(s205(2) Planning Act 2008). The area in question is 
the local planning authority. This is confirmed in 
r14(1) of The Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations 2010 that in setting rates the balance is 
to be struck between “the desirability of funding from 
CIL (in whole or in part) the actual and expected total 
cost of infrastructure required to support the 
development of its area” and the effects of CIL on 
the viability of development across its area. 
Therefore, it is immaterial whether there is a need for 
further site-specific mitigation at South West Rugby 
or whether that site-specific infrastructure would be 
funded through CIL. The relevant infrastructure that 
CIL is funding is the total infrastructure required to 
support development of the borough. 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

- Finally, the viability testing of South West Rugby 
undertaken by BNP Paribas is based on the viability 
of residential development. This is because the 
burden of s106 obligations to fund site-specific 
infrastructure falls on residential development and is 
tied to triggers relating to dwelling completions. 
Retail is likely to be brought forward separately from 
residential developments, so the viability of a retail 
development on a strategic site will not differ from a 
retail development brought forward elsewhere in the 
borough. 

Stoford Support the exemption of employment 
floorspace from CIL. 

The Council reconsulted on an amended charging schedule 
in the third consultation August 2023. The amended 
charging schedule introduced a charge of £5 per square 
metre for industrial, light industrial and storage and 
distribution floor space. 

Marrons  Generally supportive. Seek clarification 
within the annual infrastructure funding 
statement in respect of how strategic 
infrastructure, which is anticipated to be 
funded via CIL, will interact with funding 
provided at strategic sites through 
s106/s278 agreements.  

Support welcomed. Comment noted, the infrastructure 
funding evidence was updated in July 2023 following the 
second consultation to provide greater clarity on what is 
expected to be funded through s106 and what may be 
funded through CIL. 

Richborough Estates Concern about the impact of CIL 
charging rate coupled with s106 and 
s278 planning obligations on future 
strategic sites of larger than 250 
dwellings. Suggest that nil rating should 
be for strategic scale growth rather than 
specific strategic sites. 
 

In relation to the impact of CIL on large, speculative 
housing sites, no change is proposed for the following 
reasons: 
 
The Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 011 
Reference ID: 25-011-20190901) states that charging 
schedules should be consistent with, and support the 
implementation of, up-to-date relevant plans.  



 

16 
 

Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

Suggest that large speculative, 
unplanned residential development 
proposals could come forward and CIL 
rates would unduly impact their viability. 
 
Argue more detailed sales value 
evidence is needed.  
 
Argue cost growth assumptions should 
be increased. 

 
Rugby Borough Council has an up-to-date plan and a 
healthy five-year housing land supply and in light of this, 
and the role of CIL in supporting implementation of the plan, 
it is not considered that it would not be appropriate to set 
CIL rates in anticipation of departure development that 
conflicts with the plan.  
 
Further support for this approach can be found in the PPG 
guidance of viability assessments for CIL. 
 
The PPG section on CIL advises that “viability assessments 
should be proportionate, simple, transparent and publicly 
available in accordance with the viability guidance.” (019 
Reference ID: 25-019-20190901) and “charging authority 
should directly sample an appropriate range of types of 
sites across its area, in line with planning practice guidance 
on viability”. The viability section of the PPG, including the 
section on the approach to viability in plan making which by 
implication also applies to the preparation of CIL charging 
schedules (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 10-003-
20180724 and Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 10-004-
20190509), states “Assessing the viability of plans does not 
require individual testing of every site or assurance that 
individual sites are viable. Plan makers can use site 
typologies to determine viability at the plan making stage.” 
And “The characteristics used to group sites should reflect 
the nature of typical sites that may be developed within the 
plan area and the type of development proposed for 
allocation in the plan.”. 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

Considering this guidance, the typologies used in the 
viability assessment are considered to be appropriate. 
Unplanned, very large, speculative residential sites are not 
considered likely to come forward and are not ‘typical sites’. 
It is therefore not considered necessary to test a typology 
for such a site. 
 
When the Rugby Borough Local Plan is updated, the CIL 
Charging Schedule will also be reviewed. If an update to 
the local plan were to allocate a further large strategic site, 
this would be subject to site-specific viability testing as part 
of the plan-making process which would inform the need to 
review the CIL charging rates. 
 
Turning to the need for more data on sales values, the PPG 
(Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 25-020-20190901) states “A 
charging authority must use ‘appropriate available 
evidence’ (as defined in the section 211(7A) of the Planning 
Act 2008) to inform the preparation of their draft charging 
schedule. It is recognised that the available data is unlikely 
to be fully comprehensive.”. Appendix 1 to the BNP Paribas 
report provides sales values evidence based on records of 
801 sales transactions. In addition, para 4.2 of the report 
explains “We have considered comparable evidence 
of new build schemes and second hand sales in the 
borough to establish an appropriate range of values for 
testing purposes. The evidence we have relied upon 
includes all new build and second hand sales transacted 
between January 2020 and October 2021 (the latter being 
the most recently available transactions). The total number 
of transactions of new build properties over this period was 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

436 and there were 1,736 transactions of second hand 
units in order to establish values per square metre, we have 
identified the floor areas for each unit by reference to the 
area on each property’s Energy Performance Certificate. 
We have adjusted these values by reference to the change 
in new build values since the date the sales were originally 
collected (as noted in paragraph 1.3, new build values have 
increase by 20.8% over this period).”. This is considered to 
be appropriate available evidence. 
 
In relation to the cost and value growth assumptions in 
Table 4.3.1 of the report, it is noted in the report that “While 
these growth scenarios are based on a number of 
forecasts, they cannot be guaranteed and the results which 
these scenarios produce must be viewed as indicative 
only.”. Any projection of future changes to costs and values 
is by its nature speculative.  
 
It is also important to note that, as pointed out in the report, 
rates are set based on current costs and values, rather than 
anticipatory future changes.  For the avoidance of doubt, 
the council did not rely upon this sensitivity analysis for the 
purposes of setting its proposed CIL rates.   
 
Finally, rates are set at a conservative level, taking account 
of rising costs (although cost increases are expected to tail 
off, see e.g. https://bcis.co.uk/news/bcis-five-year-forecast-
building-december-2022/) and flat house prices. This 
provides a buffer to incorporate falls in house prices. For 
example, table 6.8.1 shows that at the lowest sales values 
(£3,708 per square metre) and applying policy-compliant 

https://bcis.co.uk/news/bcis-five-year-forecast-building-december-2022/
https://bcis.co.uk/news/bcis-five-year-forecast-building-december-2022/
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

rates of affordable housing. The lowest maximum CIL rate 
for developments of different size, and the actual proposed 
rate are shown in the table below. 
 

Type Lowest 
maximum 
rate table 
6.8.1 

Actual 
rate 

Actual 
rate as % 
of 
maximum 
rate  

Up to 10 units 
urban area 

£982 £100 10% 

Up to 10 units 
rural area 

£1,404 £200 14% 

11+ units urban 
area 

£430 £60 14% 

11+ units rural 
area 

£611 £160 26% 

 
The viability study has been updated in July 2023 to use the 
most up to date available costs and values information. 
 
Current forecasts for build cost inflation are that it will slow 
to just 2% this year and 2% in 2024.   

SDI Propco (100) Ltd The charging schedule should be 
amended to exclude from the definition 
of residential development “on-site 
worker and trainee accommodation not 
for permanent occupation” 

No change proposed. Depending upon its scale, the type of 
worker/trainee accommodation proposed may be a C4 or 
sui generis house in multiple occupation, which is expressly 
excluded from the definition of ‘residential’ in the charging 
schedule. However, if the proposed accommodation is not a 
HMO, but is in fact a residential dwellinghouse use, that 
happens to be occupied by employees of a particular 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

company, then there is no clear reason why it should be 
excluded from the residential rate. 

William Davis Homes The Funding Gap statement has not 
fully addressed the potential funds that 
arise from s106.  
 
Introducing CIL, which would only have 
a negligible impact on the existing 
aggregate funding gap, is 
disproportionate to the potential harm it 
would have towards the deliverability of 
new development within the Borough. 
 
The assessment has not made sufficient 
consideration of the Rugby Local Plan 
review and its new spatial strategy. 
 
The viability assessment fails to 
consider rising prices and macro-
economic conditions that will harm the 
housing market. 
 

An updated Infrastructure Funding Gap Statement was 
prepared in July 2023, was published alongside the third 
consultation, and is submitted as part of the supporting 
evidence for the examination of the charging schedule.  
 
The second main issue raised by this respondent is that the 
limited funds that would be raised through CIL would be 
disproportionate to the potential harm to the deliverability of 
new development within the Borough.  
 
No change is made in response to this comment. For the 
reasons outlined in other responses above, the BNP 
Paribas viability evidence shows that the charging schedule 
would not cause harm to the deliverability of development.  
CIL would amount no more than 4% of development costs 
and for many uses, a much lower percentage.  Indeed, the 
proposed charging rates are set at a conservative level to 
avoid any such negative effect. By contrast, the CIL would 
raise valuable – although admittedly comparatively modest 
– funds to support local infrastructure to support the 
borough’s development. The balance therefore tells 
decisively in favour of introducing CIL. 
 
Turning to the comment about the local plan review, no 
change is made in response to this. The preparation of an 
updated plan is just beginning. The spatial strategy or the 
need to allocate sites under that plan is not known and 
therefore the comments made in the William Davis 
response are pure speculation. When it reaches the 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

relevant stage of preparation, a viability assessment of 
proposed allocations will be undertaken to support the new 
local plan, and this will consider the need to amend the CIL 
charging schedule (if it has by then been introduced into 
effect). 
 
As is detailed above, the CIL rates are set at a conservative 
level and can absorb decreases in house prices. 
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Appendix 5  
 
Press notice of the third consultation 
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Appendix 6  
 
Main issues raised in responses to the third R16 consultation (7th August 2023 and 4th September 2023) and how those 
responses were taken into account  
 

Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

Warwickshire 
County Council 

No specific comments. Noted 

Historic England Make no comments on the amendments to the 
charging schedule for the third consultation. 
Historic England reiterate their comments made 
in response to the first and second 
consultations. 

Details of how the Historic England comments to the first 
and second consultations were taken into account are set 
out in Appendices 2 and 4 above. 

Coal Authority No specific comments. Noted. 

Environment 
Agency 

No additional comments. Noted. 

Natural England No specific comments. Noted. 

National 
Highways 

We welcome Draft Charging Schedule, however 
have limited further comments to provide other 
than to encourage communications in relation to 
any proposed changes or developments on the 
SRN. 

Noted. 

Newton & 
Biggin Parish 
Council 

Following the council’s response to their 
previous comments the Parish Council 
expresses concern that if CIL is funded from 
land values rather than house prices this may 
lead landowners to decide not to release land 
for development. 

No change made. The viability evidence is that, after paying 
CIL, residual land values would remain comfortably more 
than benchmark land values. Therefore, CIL would not 
disincentivise the release of land for development. There is 
no evidence from other authorities that have adopted CIL of 
any change in appetite amongst landowners to sell their 
land following the introduction of CIL.  Even after CIL has 
been reflected in residual land values, the uplift from 
existing use value remains very significant.   
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Michael Judge Requests that the proposed CIL rates are 
significantly increased and proceeds used for 
the benefit of communities, such as Dunchurch, 
which are badly affected by development. 

No change proposed.  
 
The CIL rates have been set based on the viability evidence 
prepared. While that evidence would support higher rates 
than are proposed, it is considered that it would be 
imprudent to set rates at the margins of viability in view of 
current market conditions.  The Council intends to review its 
CIL rates in due course and may consider increasing them 
to support development when market conditions have 
stabilised.    
 
Spending priorities for CIL will be set by the Council 
annually though the Annual Infrastructure Funding 
Statement. The Approach to Spending the Infrastructure 
Levy (July 2023) sets out a draft infrastructure list which 
identifies the categories of infrastructure that CIL receipts 
would be spent on. 

SUE GP LLP 
obo Urban & 
Civic PLC 
(developers of 
Houlton) 

1. Request that the draft charging schedule is 
revised to clarify that reserved matters 
submitted pursuant to pre-CIL outline 
planning permissions will not be subject to a 
CIL charge. 

 
2. Request that figure 1 be updated to refer to 

“CIL Charging Zones” rather than residential 
charging zones. 

1. No change made. It is not necessary to set this out in the 
charging schedule because Regulation 128 (Transitional 
provision: general) of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) makes clear that “ability 
to charge CIL does not arise in respect of development 
if, on the day planning permission is granted for that 
development, it is situated in an area in which no 
charging schedule is in effect.”. A reserved matters 
approval is not a planning permission but is made under 
the earlier outline planning permission. 

 
2. No change made Figure 1 is correctly labelled as 

“Residential CIL Charging Zones” because as is clear 
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from the charging rates, different charging zones only 
apply to residential development. 

 

Prologis 1. The amount that employment uses can 
sustain is stated to be £7 per square metre in 
the executive summary on page 4 of the BNP 
Paribas study (July 2023) but £11 per square 
metre at paragraph 6.21 on page 43. This 
has changed from a figure of £7 per square 
metre in the February 2023 version of the 
BNP Paribas report which supported the May 
to June 2023 consultation. 

 
2. The charging schedule sets the same CIL 

rate irrespective of the scale of employment 
development or whether it is 
greenfield/brownfield. This means the 
evidence base is not robust enough. 
Strategic scale sites have higher 
infrastructure costs. 

 
3. Not all the uses in the category carry the 

same value, with quite large differentials 
occurring across the market between light 
industrial and warehousing. 

1. The maximum CIL rates that the different employment 
typologies can support is shown in the table at Appendix 
6 (Appraisal Results) on page 81 of the BNP Paribas 
report (page 122) of the PDF. This shows the lowest 
maximum CIL rate among employment typologies is 
£11/sqm. The reference to £7 per square metre in the 
executive summary to the BNP Paribas report is a typo 
and should read as £11 per square metre. The change 
in the maximum sustainable CIL rate between the 
February 2023 and July 2023 versions of the BNP 
Paribas report is because the July 2023 report updated 
costs and values to the most recent available figures. By 
contrast, the February 2023 version of the report, which 
was a minor update to the original January 2022 report, 
used November 2021 build costs and rents. Changes in 
costs and rents between autumn 2021 and spring 2023 
account for the change in the maximum supportable CIL 
rate. The assumptions used for costs and values can be 
seen in Appendix 5 to the BNP Paribas study. 

 
2. Typologies 21 and 22 tested by BNP Paribas are 

employment parcels. Additionally, typologies 1 and 2, 
both urban extensions, include employment parcels. 
Typologies 21 and 22 both have 1ha site areas and a 
mix of B2 and B8 floorspace. Typology 21 is a brownfield 
site with 3,000sqm of B8 and 3,000sqm of B2. Typology 
23 is a greenfield site with 2,500sqm of B8 and 
2,500sqm of B2.  
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

 
Typology 1 employment parcels are 3.5ha in area and 
comprise a mix of 10,500sqm of B2 and 10,500sqm of 
B8.  
 
Typology 2 employment parcels are 7.5ha in area and 
comprise a mix of 22,500sqm of B2 and 22,500sqm of 
B8. 
 
The benchmark land value for typology 21 (the urban 
site) is set at £800,000 per hectare whereas for typology 
22 (the greenfield site) and the two urban extension 
employment site typologies the BLV is £247,000 per 
hectare.  
 
As detailed in paragraph 4.12 and 4.14 of the BNP 
Paribas report, base costs are increase by 10% to 
account for external works and by 2% to account for the 
costs of achieving BREEAM excellent standard. 
S106 costs of £20/sqm on all sites are assumed. 
 
All assumptions are detailed in Appendix 5 and 
Appendix 6 of the study.  
 
Therefore, both greenfield and brownfield employment 
sites have been tested. 

 
The urban extension employment site typologies are 
strategic in scale. The Coventry and Warwickshire 
Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment 2022 defines a strategic scale site as 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

capable of accommodating more than 9,000m2 of 
floorspace. 

 
The strategic scale sites tested show that these sites 
could support a B2 and B8 CIL rate of £103 per square 
metre.  

 
It is acknowledged that the strategic sites are not tested 
with additional infrastructure costs, for e.g. offsite 
highway improvements, beyond the above. This is 
because it is not envisaged that further strategic scale 
sites with large site-specific infrastructure costs will 
come forward during the current Local Plan period. The 
strategic employment sites allocated under the current 
Local Plan and its predecessor at Rugby Gateway, 
Prologis Park Ryton, Ansty Park, South West Rugby and 
Houlton are all either built out or have pre-CIL outline 
planning permissions. There is also no clear basis for 
estimating what such infrastructure costs would be. 

 
It may be that strategic scale employment sites with 
additional infrastructure costs will come forward through 
the new Rugby Borough Local Plan. CIL will be reviewed 
alongside the new Local Plan and that will provide an 
opportunity to test specific strategic sites using realistic 
assumptions for costs.  

 
3. B2 and B8 uses operate in the same market. Many 

consents are flexible between the operator of these uses 
and operators compete for the same sites. Therefore, 
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rents and yields are set at the same value in the viability 
evidence. This is considered an appropriate approach. 

Stoford 1. The charging schedule does not clarify 
whether ancillary offices within the category 
of light industrial, industrial, storage and 
distribution are exempt from the charge. 

 
2. The triggers for payment in the instalments 

policy are too onerous and more flexibility 
should be introduced. Payment within 60 
days of development commencing on 
infrastructure and enabling works could 
impact viability because at this stage 
occupiers may not have been secured.  

 
3. Triggers for payment of CIL should be linked 

to occupation of each reserved matters 
phase.  

 
4. Strategic employment sites should contribute 

to infrastructure through s106/s278 rather 
than CIL like the strategic allocations. S106 
and s278 deliver clearer benefits tied to the 
development. Also, strategic sites are likely 
to require significant off-site highways 
improvements. 

 

1. If the office areas are genuinely ancillary and not a 
separate planning unit, then they would be chargeable at 
the £5/sqm rate. 
 

2. The instalment policy allowing payments to be staged 
over up to a year, is considered appropriate. 

 
3. It should be noted that the triggers for payment of CIL 

are not set in the charging schedule but in The 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as 
amended) and Planning Act 2008. In a phased 
development, each phase is a separate chargeable 
development so that works in relation to one phase will 
only trigger the CIL liability for that phase and not others. 
It is acknowledged that infrastructure works can 
sometimes need to be carried out across the site. 
Christopher Cant’s guide to the Community 
Infrastructure Levy 7th Edn suggests two possible 
solutions to this. One would be to make the 
infrastructure works a separate phase. The other would 
be to submit a hybrid planning application which results 
in a separate planning permission for the infrastructure 
work. 

 
4. It is acknowledged that strategic employment sites may 

come forward for allocation through the new plan. CIL 
will be reviewed alongside preparation of the new plan 
and specific strategic sites will be able to be viability 
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tested. If those sites have significant infrastructure costs, 
then it may be they will be nil rated. 

Harworth 1. Strategic scale employment sites have more 
significant infrastructure requirements. The 
allowance of £20/sqm underestimates the 
typical s106 requirements for strategic scale 
employment sites, particularly for 
employment sites. 

 
2. The range of employment typologies is too 

narrow. 
 
3. The charging schedule could render 

speculative development proposals not 
envisaged in the local plan becoming 
unviable. 

 
4. There would be limited benefits of introducing 

CIL because it would not make much of a 
dent into the funding gap. 

 
5. The council should carefully consider the 

merits of introducing CIL given the proposed 
introduction of the Infrastructure Levy under 
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill. 

 
6. A £0 CIL rate should be set for industrial, 

light industrial, storage and distribution uses 
above a combined 6,000sqm GIA because 
the Viability Assessment does not test 
typologies larger than this. 

1. It is acknowledged that strategic employment sites may 
have additional infrastructure requirements, most likely 
highways enhancements. It is not envisaged that further 
strategic scale sites with large site-specific infrastructure 
costs will come forward during the current Local Plan 
period. The strategic employment sites allocated under 
the current Local Plan and its predecessor at Rugby 
Gateway, Prologis Park Ryton, Ansty Park, South West 
Rugby and Houlton are all either built out or have pre-
CIL outline planning permissions. There is also no clear 
basis for estimating what such infrastructure costs would 
be. 

 
It may be that strategic scale employment sites with 
additional infrastructure costs will come forward through 
the new Rugby Borough Local Plan. CIL will be reviewed 
alongside the new Local Plan and that will provide an 
opportunity to test specific strategic sites using realistic 
assumptions for costs. 
 

2. The range of typologies is considered to be appropriate.  
 
The PPG section on CIL advises that “viability 
assessments should be proportionate, simple, 
transparent and publicly available in accordance with the 
viability guidance.” (019 Reference ID: 25-019-
20190901) and “charging authority should directly 
sample an appropriate range of types of sites across its 
area, in line with planning practice guidance on viability”. 
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 The viability section of the PPG, including the section on 
the approach to viability in plan making which by 
implication also applies to the preparation of CIL 
charging schedules (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 10-
003-20180724 and Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 10-
004-20190509), states “Assessing the viability of plans 
does not require individual testing of every site or 
assurance that individual sites are viable. Plan makers 
can use site typologies to determine viability at the plan 
making stage.” And “The characteristics used to group 
sites should reflect the nature of typical sites that may be 
developed within the plan area and the type of 
development proposed for allocation in the plan.”. 
 
Considering this guidance, the typologies used in the 
viability assessment are considered to be appropriate. 
Unplanned, strategic employment sites are not 
considered likely to come forward and are not ‘typical 
sites’. It is therefore not considered necessary to test a 
typology for such a site. 
 

3. No evidence is provided to support this assertion. The 
council’s current position on employment land supply is 
strong, see the most recent authority monitoring report. 
Therefore, as noted above, it is not envisaged that large 
departure applications will come forward. BNP Paribas 
have also provided some additional analysis showing the 
specific impact of the proposed CIL rate on the four 
industrial/logistics typologies.  This indicates that the 
proposed CIL will amount to circa 0.36% of Net 
Development Value and 0.52% of developments costs.  
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After the proposed CIL has been applied, residual land 
values will equate to 96.5% of their pre-CIL levels.  
Given that CIL will only reduce residual land values by 
3.5%, it is unrealistic to assert that the proposed CIL will 
render speculative developments unviable.   
 

4. The BNP Paribas viability evidence shows that the 
charging schedule would not cause harm to the 
deliverability of development. As noted above, the 
impact on residual land values of industrial development 
is only 3.5%.  Indeed, the proposed charging rates are 
set at a conservative level to avoid any such negative 
effect. By contrast, the CIL would raise valuable – 
although admittedly comparatively modest – funds to 
support local infrastructure to support the borough’s 
development. The balance therefore tells decisively in 
favour of introducing CIL. 

 
5. The current timetable for introduction of the 

Infrastructure Levy is unclear. The DLHUC ‘Technical 
Consultation’ issued earlier this year indicates that there 
will be a further consultation on draft regulations, 
followed by a ‘test and learn’ pilot programme with a 
small number of authorities, following which a further set 
of regulations would be issued for consultation. This is 
expected to take a period in excess of 5 years. It is also 
noteworthy that a General Election must be held by the 
end of 2024 and the Labour Party has indicated that it 
would not take the proposed IL forward, if it is elected.  
In the meantime, the council wishes to proceed to 
approve a CIL charging schedule.   
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6. It is not correct that the Viability Assessment does not 

test typologies with a greater floor area than 6,000sqm. 
The employment parcels on typologies 1 and 2 have 
floor areas of 21,000sqm and 45,000sqm respectively. 

A.C. Lloyd 1. Note that the amount that employment uses 
can sustain is stated to be £7 per square 
metre in the executive summary on page 4 of 
the BNP Paribas study (July 2023) but £11 
per square metre at paragraph 6.21 on page 
43. This has changed from a figure of £7 per 
square metre in the February 2023 version of 
the BNP Paribas report which supported the 
May to June 2023 consultation. 

 
2. The charging schedule sets the same CIL 

rate irrespective of the scale of employment 
development or whether it is 
greenfield/brownfield. This means the 
evidence base is not robust enough. 
Strategic scale sites have higher 
infrastructure costs. 

 
3. Not all the uses in the category carry the 

same value, with quite large differentials 
occurring across the market between light 
industrial and warehousing. 

 
4. The viability evidence should clearly set out 

the level of CIL charge considered to be 

For 1-3. See responses for Prologis above. 
 
2. Charging authorities are not required to set different CIL 
rates by scale of development or existing use value. As 
noted in the additional note provided by BNP Paribas, if 
industrial schemes are brought forward on greenfield sites, 
the surplus residual land value above greenfield land value 
is significantly higher (£108 per square metre) in 
comparison to industrial schemes brought forward on 
brownfield sites (£16 per square metre). There is significant 
surplus value generated by developments on greenfield 
sites to fund on-site infrastructure.   
  
4. Appendix 6 of the BNP Paribas report sets out clearly the 
indicative maximum CIL rates for typologies 21 and 22. 
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viable for employment uses and be clearer in 
its conclusions and recommendations. 

Richborough 
Estates 

1. Strategic scale employment sites have more 
significant infrastructure requirements. The 
allowance of £20/sqm underestimates the 
typical s106 requirements for strategic scale 
employment sites, particularly for 
employment sites. 

 
2. The range of employment typologies is too 

narrow. 
 
3. The charging schedule could render 

speculative development proposals not 
envisaged in the local plan becoming 
unviable. 

 
4. There would be limited benefits of introducing 

CIL because it would not make much of a 
dent into the funding gap. 

 
5. The council should carefully consider the 

merits of introducing CIL given the proposed 
introduction of the Infrastructure Levy under 
the Levelling Up and Regeneration Bill. 

 
6. A £0 CIL rate should be set for industrial, 

light industrial, storage and distribution uses 
above a combined 6,000sqm GIA because 
the Viability Assessment does not test 
typologies larger than this. 

See responses for Harworth (above). 
 
See also the additional note provided by BNP Paribas on 
maximum potential CIL rates and the impact of the 
Council’s proposed rate.   
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GLP 1. The introduction section in the BNP CIL 
Viability Assessment report only relates to 
residential development and doesn’t analyse 
recent trends within the industrial and 
logistics market. 

 
2. The typologies tested do not include 

industrial and logistics developments in rural 
parts of the borough in proximity to the 
strategic road network. 

 
3. The range of typologies tested is not wide 

enough. It does not include developments 
providing over 25,000sqm. Regional and 
national distribution centres typically exceed 
25,000sqm in floorspace. 

 
4. Site coverage assumptions of 74% net for 

typology 1 and 90% for typologies 21 and 22 
are unrealistically high. Particularly for large 
scale greenfield sites and taking into account 
biodiversity net gain. 

 
5. Rent free periods would be higher than 12 

months for speculatively completed units 
which are vacant ahead of lease 
commencement.  

 
6. Yields of 5% are assumed for industrial and 

warehousing units. We would anticipate 

1. This has no bearing on the evidence base. As GLP will 
be aware, the industrial and logistics market has seen a 
period of increasing rents and yield compression, which 
have increased capital values and land values 
generated by industrial development. For example, 
Knight Frank’s most recent research report on 
Industrial and Logistics (June 2023) forecasts 
increasing rents in the sector (3.1% per annum). They 
also forecast increasing investment activity in the 
industrial and logistics sector in 2023 and 2024.   
 

2. The typologies tested include three greenfield 
typologies. It is not clear what difference a rural location 
would be expected to make to the assumptions applied. 

 
3. The urban extension typology 2 employment land 

includes 22,500sqm of B2 and 22,500 sqm of B8, a 
combined 45,000sqm. The Coventry and Warwickshire 
Housing and Economic Development Needs 
Assessment defines a strategic employment site as 
capable of accommodating more than 9,000sqm. As 
explained in the response to the representations from 
Harworth (above), the range of typologies tested is 
considered appropriate. 

 
4. This statement is incorrect, and the representation has 

misunderstood the appraisal. Typology 1, parcel 1 has 
a site area of 3.5 hectares (or 35,000 square metres) 
and the industrial unit is assumed to have a GIA of 
21,000 square metres. The plot ratio is therefore 60%, 
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Grade A/A+ units would achieve 5.5% yield 
and second hand 6% yield. 

 
7. Build costs of £651psqm are too low because 

they omit abnormals, earthworks and 
sustainability costs. 

 
8. Marketing costs and sales legal fees should 

total between 15% and 18% on industrial and 
warehouse developments, not 3% 
(marketing) and 0.5% (sales legal) used in 
the report. 

 
9. Sales periods are unclear. 
 
10. Developer profit assumption of 20% is too 

high. 
 
11. Exceptional costs shouldn’t be excluded, 

an allowance for abnormals should be made. 
 
12. The benchmark land value of £800,000 

per square metre is out of date. 
 
13. There is a discrepancy in the report 

between para 6.21 which says that the 
maximum CIL rate would be £11/sqm and 
para 1.8 which says it would be £7/sqm 

which is considered typical for modern industrial 
development.   

 
Typology 21 has a site area of 1 hectare (10,000 
square metres) and a GIA of 6,000 square metres, a 
plot ratio of 60%. Typology 22 has the same site area 
and a GIA of 5,000, a plot ratio of 50%.   

 
5. Most logistics developments are now built to order to 

meet operational requirements of national or 
international operators (e.g. Amazon or the 
supermarket chains). A 12 month period covering voids 
and rent free periods is adequate in this context.  
Nevertheless, BNP Paribas have tested the impact of 
an 18 month rent free and void period in their 
supplementary note.    

 
6. It is unclear why the representation refers to second 

hand stock when CIL will only apply to developments of 
new space.   

 
7. This assertion is incorrect - BCIS costs are based on 

tenders for construction of all costs of developments 
including earthworks and foundations. The 
representation also does not note that significant higher 
costs (£839 per square metre) are applied to industrial 
development.  With regards to sustainability costs, 
paragraph 4.14 of the BNP Paribas report notes that an 
additional 2% of costs is incorporated into the 
appraisals to account for the costs of achieving 
BREEAM ‘excellent’ standards.    
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8. The representation appears to be confusing sales 
agents’ fees with letting agents and letting legal fees.  
Letting agents’ fees are applied at 10% of first year’s 
rent, with letting legal fees at 5% of first year’s rent.  
Sales agent’s fees are applied at 1% of GDV and sales 
legal fees at 0.75%. These are entirely standard and 
should be uncontested.   

 
9. Units are sold upon practical completion.   

 
10. Paragraph 4.25 of the BNP Paribas Report notes that 

the appraisals incorporate a profit of 15% of GDV, 
which is equivalent to 20% on cost. BNP Paribas does 
not disagree that this is high, but was adopting a 
conservative position. They have tested the impact of a 
lower profit margin and the results of this analysis are 
incorporated within their supplementary note.   

 
11. The position with regards to exceptional costs is clearly 

set out at paragraphs 012 and 014 of the Planning 
Practice Guidance, namely that if abnormal costs are 
incurred or there are site infrastructure costs, these 
should be reflected in the benchmark land value. The 
impact of such costs is therefore neutral on the 
appraisal. Notwithstanding the policy position, the 
supplementary note produced by BNP Paribas notes 
that there is significant scope for the industrial 
typologies which are likely to incur strategic 
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infrastructure can readily absorb these costs from the 
surplus residual value identified by the appraisals.    

 
12. We do not agree, subsequent DLHUC publications on 

land value for policy testing show values of £775,000 
for Rugby.  

 
13. The maximum CIL rates that the different employment 

typologies can support is shown in the table at 
Appendix 6 (Appraisal Results) on page 81 of the BNP 
Paribas report (page 122) of the PDF. This shows the 
lowest maximum CIL rate among employment 
typologies is £11/sqm. The reference to £7 per square 
metre in the executive summary to the BNP Paribas 
report is a typo and should read as £11 per square 
metre.  See also the supplementary note produced by 
BNP Paribas which expands on the issue of maximum 
rates.   

 

SEGRO 1. Introducing CIL for industrial, light industrial 
and storage and distribution uses will create 
a barrier for employment uses seeking to 
expand in or relocate to the borough. This will 
undermine economic growth, particularly as 
Rugby would be the only authorities in 
Coventry and Warwickshire charging for 
these uses. 

 
2. The timing of bringing forward CIL is 

questionable given the government’s 
intention to introduce a new Infrastructure 

1. Based on the viability evidence in the BNP Paribas 
report it is not considered that the proposed charge 
would create a barrier to employment development. 
The fact that other Warwickshire authorities are not 
charging CIL is not evidence that the charging schedule 
does not meet the drafting requirements. As noted 
previously, it cannot be credibly argued that a CIL 
charge which equates to 0.36% of development costs, 
or that reduces residual land values by 3.5% would act 
as a barrier for employment uses.   
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Levy under the Levelling Up and 
Regeneration Bill. 

2. The current timetable for introduction of the 
Infrastructure Levy is unclear and as noted above is 
likely to not be any earlier than 2028. In the meantime, 
the council wishes to proceed to approve a CIL 
charging schedule.   

Barberry 1. Build cost inflation, energy standards for new 
buildings and biodiversity net gain affect 
commercial development and when CIL is 
added to this it could delay or prevent 
development gong ahead deterring 
developers from locating in the borough. 
 

2. Other authorities nearby are not charging CIL 
so CIL would deter developers from building 
in the borough. 

1. The build costs used for industrial and warehousing 
buildings use the most recent figures available. Build 
cost inflation has stabilised and is expected to remain 
lower. The study uplifts build costs to reflect the 
additional cost of meeting the BREEAM excellent 
standard. 
 

2. In view of its ‘golden triangle’ location for logistics and 
clusters of high value manufacturing uses, Rugby 
Borough will continue to be an in demand and desirable 
location for employment development post the 
introduction of CIL. As noted previously, the proposed 
CIL equates to 0.52% of development costs and it is 
not considered that the proposed charge would deter 
development. 

Newlands 
Developments 

1. Tables 1 and 2 in the consultation document 
should include the 2022/23 monitoring year. 

2. There should be additional guidance on 
what constitutes gross internal floor space. 
RBC should confirm that buildings without 
full and complete walls like bikesheds and 
buildings into which people do not ordinarily 
go will not be chargeable developments 

3. The charging schedule should define 
commencement 

1. At the time of publishing the consultation document 
(Appendix 7 below), monitoring information for the 
2022-23 monitoring year was not yet available. 
 

2. As there is no definition of a ‘building’ in the CIL 
Regulations, RBC will consider publishing CIL guidance 
at a later date on this issue. This does not, however, 
need to be included in the charging schedule. 

 
3. Commencement of development is defined in 

Regulation 7 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
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4. The charging schedule should not refer to a 
relief/exemption form being submitted with a 
planning application as this detail may not 
be known at that stage. 

5. There is no commentary in the viability 
section introduction on the industrial market, 
this should be included after para 2.20 

6. Section 3 review should be updated to 
include industrial development 

7. It should be clear what the rent, yield and 
rent free period are based on. 

8. The evidence behind the development 
finance rate of 6% should be provided as 
rates 4-5% above base rate are usual 

9. 3% marketing costs and 0.5% legal fees 
relate to residential development, the 
evidence behind this should be set out. It 
should be confirmed what this is 3% of. 

10. Allowance for s106 of £20 per square metre 
should make clear whether this is GEA or 
GIA. The evidence behind this assumption 
should be set out. 

11. It should be clear what sales period is 
assumed for industrial development. 

12. At para 4.25 it should be clear what 
15%/20% profit would be a percentage of 

13. Rationale for benchmark land values for 
industrial schemes in paras 4.28-4.35 
should be explained. 

14. It should be clear whether for the 
employment parcels infrastructure 

Regulations 2010 (as amended). It is considered that it 
could lead to confusion for the council to create its own 
definition. 

 
4. It is agreed that exemption/relief forms may not be 

ready to be submitted with a planning application, but 
must be submitted before commencement. If CIL is 
introduced, the council will prepare guidance/text for its 
website to make this clear. 

 
5. This has no bearing on the evidence base.  As 

Newlands will be aware, the industrial and logistics 
market has seen a period of increasing rents and yield 
compression, which have increased capital values and 
land values generated by industrial development.  For 
example, Knight Frank’s most recent research report 
on Industrial and Logistics (June 2023) forecasts 
increasing rents in the sector (3.1% per annum).  They 
also forecast increasing investment activity in the 
industrial and logistics sector in 2023 and 2024. 

 
6. Section 3 of the viability study (VS) addresses 

appraisal methodology and how benchmark land 
values are established in accordance with guidance.  
The approaches set out in this section relate to all 
types of development, not solely residential.  Paragraph 
3.2 notes that “for a commercial scheme, scheme value 
equates to the capital value of the rental income after 
allowing for rent free periods and purchaser’s costs”.  
The other principles set out in the description of the 
residual valuation approach apply equally to industrial 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

requirements have been included in the 
same way as residential 

 
15. CIL infrastructure funding position statement 

should make clear whether CIL receipts are 
expected to be received from industrial 
development. 

development as they do to residential schemes, or any 
other type of development.  

 
7. As noted in para 4.10 of the VS, the rents assumed in 

the appraisals are informed by lettings of similar 
floorspace in the previous two years.  The rent of £95 
per square metre (£8.87 per square foot) reflects the 
upper quartile rent.  It should be noted that the 32 
lettings were of predominantly second hand space.  
The upper quartile rent of £95 per square metre is a 
reasonable reflection of the rents achievable on new 
space. 

 
8. Finance rates applied in a range of viability 

assessments are typically at 6%.  There is not a linear 
relationship between Bank of England base rate and 
development finance rates, as the representation 
implies.  Before the period of ultra-low interest rates 
between 2009 and 2022, the BOE base rate typically 
fluctuated in a range between 4% and 5% and 
development finance rates were at around 6%. 

 
9. For the non-residential appraisals, sales agents’ fees 

are applied at 1% of GDV and legal fees are applied at 
0.75% of GDV.  Lettings agents’ and lettings legal fees 
are applied at 10% and 5% of first year’s rent in line 
with standard valuation assumptions.  

 
10. The £20 per square metre S106 allowance is applied to 

the Gross Internal Area.  The Council’s comments in 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

response to other representations addresses the 
adequacy of this figure. 

 
11. In all cases, the units are assumed to be sold to an 

investor at practical completion in line with normal 
market practice.  

 
12. Profit is applied at 15% of GDV in line with normal 

market practice.  As noted above, GLP considers that 
this profit is too high – it if were lowered, the residual 
land values would increase.   

 
13. The representation appears to misunderstand the 

concept of benchmark land values in planning viability.  
Benchmark land values are entirely distinct from the 
residual land value of the use that might be built on the 
land.  As noted in the VS, benchmark land values are 
applied at £800,000 per gross hectare for previously 
developed land and £250,000 per gross hectare for 
greenfield sites, both of which are widely accepted for 
policy testing purposes.  The rationale for both figure is 
set out in the VS.  

 
14. It is unclear whether or not the author of the 

representation has read the VS in full, but the rationale 
for the proposed rate is clearly set out in the VS and its 
appendices.  The assertion that ‘there is no information 
about the typologies tested, or the outputs of this 
testing’ is incorrect.  All the typologies tested are clearly 
set out in Table 4.1.1 and the outputs shown in full in 
Appendix 6.  Appendix 6 shows that industrial 
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Respondent Main issues raised How the representations were taken into account 

developments will be able to absorb CIL rates ranging 
from £11 per square metre to £95 per square metre.         

 
15. The infrastructure funding statement has been updated 

following the consultation to make reference to 
anticipated receipts from industrial development. 
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Third consultation full consultation document 
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NOTE 
 

The information contained within this guide is intended to assist applicants, developers and 

landowners to understand Rugby’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). It is not intended to replace 

the need to read and understand the CIL Regulations and government guidance, and affected parties 

are advised to seek their own professional advice. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 
2.1. In 2010, government introduced the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) as the preferred 

mechanism for securing developer contributions towards infrastructure to support growth in an 
area. The money raised can be used to fund a wide range of infrastructure such as transport 
schemes, schools, community facilities, health and social care facilities, parks, green spaces and 
leisure facilities. 
 

2.2. Rugby Borough Council is seeking to implement CIL across its administrative area, and this 
document sets out the draft charging schedule and a summary of how it has been derived. The 
proposed charging schedule is set out at Appendix 1. 
 

2.3. Section 106 agreements and Section 278 highways agreements will continue to be used to 
secure mitigation, including (but not limited to) of those impacts that are not classified as 
infrastructure as well as affordable housing. The amended CIL Regulations no longer contain a 
restriction on the pooling of monies from more than five S106 obligations to fund a single 
infrastructure project and both CIL and S106 funding can be secured towards the same piece of 
infrastructure without the limitation of pooling. 

 

 

3. SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 
 
3.1. Preparation of the Charging Schedule is supported by the following evidence 

documents, which can be found on the Council’s website: 
 

• The Local Plan, adopted June 2019, which set out infrastructure requirements to support the 
delivery of planned development within the Local Plan 2011-2031;  

 

• A CIL Viability Assessment, undertaken by consultants BNP Paribas on behalf of the Council 
(July 2023 – see below);  

 

• An Infrastructure Funding Position Statement, which compares the likely CIL income from 
anticipated new developments with the cost of infrastructure; and  

 

• An Interim CIL Spending Strategy, which provides a draft infrastructure list. 
 

3.2. Councils are required to show evidence on how much revenue they have been generating from 
S106 obligations in ‘recent years’ (shown in Table 2) and the level of affordable housing 
delivered (Table 3). Further information on monitoring of local plan targets is set out on the 
Council’s website in the Authority Monitoring Report. BNP Paribas examined the impact of 
their proposed rates on affordable housing and concluded in paragraph 7.16 that “This study 
demonstrates that the proposed CIL charges are set at a level which will ensure an appropriate 
balance between delivering affordable housing, sustainability objectives, necessary 
infrastructure and the need for landlords and developers to achieve a return in line with the 
NPPF.”    
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Table 1 - Section 106 obligations 

Financial 

Year 

Revenue 

Generated (£) 

2015/16 446,840.84 

2016/17 454,356.65 

2017/18 2,404,072.55 

2018/19 2,316,434.36 

2019/20 622,620.08 

2020/21 1,853,685.69 

2021/22 £5,071,798.90 

(Source: RBC Planning Dept) 

Table 2 - Affordable Housing Performance 

Financial 

Year 

Units delivered 

2016/17 6 

2017/18 47 

2018/19 208 

2019/20 260 

2020/21 233 

2021/22 79 

(Source: RBC Housing Department) 

4. VIABILITY ASSESSMENT 
4.1. The Council appointed BNP Paribas to undertake an assessment of the ability of developments 

across the borough to accommodate CIL. The draft charging schedule, shown in appendix 1 
reflects the conclusions of the viability assessment. Different charging rates are set for 
residential development in the Rugby urban area and in the rural areas, based on viability. 
Apartments within the Rugby urban area are zero rated. The strategic sites of Houlton, Coton 
Park East and South West Rugby are zero rated for residential development but are not zero 
rated for convenience retail, industrial, light industrial or storage and distribution uses. Figure 1 
in appendix 1 is a map of the residential CIL charging zones for the borough, categorised as urban, 
rural and strategic sites.  
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5. CALCULATING THE CHARGE 
5.1. The amount of CIL charge a development is liable to pay is calculated according to Schedule 1 of 

the CIL (Amendment) (England) (No. 2) Regulations 2019. The method involves multiplying the 
relevant CIL rate for the type/location of the development by the net additional floorspace – and 
factoring in an inflation measure to allow for changes in building costs over time. A summary of 
the method is set out below: 
 
CIL rate x Net additional new build floorspace x Inflation measure 

 

5.2. The inflation measure used will be the national ‘All-in Tender Price Index’ published by the 
Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) or the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS). 
The inflation measure involves dividing the Index costs from the year planning permission is 
granted, by the Index costs from the year the Charging Schedule is adopted. Full details of the 
method are set out in the Regulations. 
 

5.3. The CIL Regulations specify that where the overall chargeable amount on a scheme is less than 
£50, it is deemed to be zero. 

 
5.4. In certain circumstances, where a development includes the demolition of an existing building, 

the existing Gross Internal Area (GIA) can be deducted from the proposed floorspace. These 
deductions in respect of demolition or change of use will only apply where the existing building 
has been in continuous lawful use for at least six months in the 3 years prior to the development 
being permitted and is still in situ on the day planning permission is granted. 

6. EXEMPTIONS 
6.1. Most development that involves the creation of buildings that people normally use will be liable 

to pay CIL1. However, the Regulations provide for several exemptions to CIL2 against which the 
levy will not be charged, including: 
 

• New buildings or extensions under 100 sqm of gross internal floor space, which do not involve 

the creation of a new dwelling; 

• Dwellings built by ‘self-builders’ 

• The change of use, conversion or subdivision of a building that does not involve an increase 

in floorspace; 

• The creation of a mezzanine floor within a building; 

• Temporary development permitted for a limited period; 

• Buildings into which people go only intermittently for the purpose of inspecting or 

maintaining fixed plant or machinery; 

 
1 This includes development permitted by a general consent (including permitted development) 
2 Under Part 6 of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) 
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• Vacant buildings brought back into the same use; 

• Structures which are not buildings, such as pylons or wind turbines; 

• Affordable housing (defined as social rented and intermediate housing) 

provided through a local housing authority, registered provider or charitable body; and 

• Development by charities for charitable purposes. 

6.2. CIL is charged on the gross internal floorspace3 of new development. Where planning permission 
is granted for a development that involves the extension or demolition and then rebuild of a 
building in lawful use4, the level of CIL payable will be calculated based on the net increase in 
floorspace. This means that the existing floorspace contained in the building to be extended or 
demolished will be deducted from the total floorspace of the new development when calculating 
the CIL liability. 

 
6.3. The Council can claw back any CIL relief where a development no longer qualifies for that relief 

within a period of seven years from the commencement of the development. For example, 
should a charity develop a building for charitable purposes and subsequently sell the building to 
the open market within seven years, then the Council will be able to claw back the CIL that would 
have been charged on the building had it been originally used for private use. Should a self-
builder find that they must sell or rent the new dwelling within 3 years of the commencement 
of the development then the Council will then seek to clawback any CIL relief provided. 
 

6.4. Under CIL Regulation 55, a Council can choose to offer exceptional circumstances relief if 
charging CIL would have an unacceptable impact on the economic viability of a particular 
development. Exemptions can also be made for charitable institutions, where this would not 
constitute State Aid (under CIL Regulation 45). However, the Council does not at present propose 
to make these exemptions available. 

7. CIL REPORTING AND 
ADMINISTRATION 
7.1. CIL revenue will be spent on the infrastructure needed to support development in the authority, 

the Council will produce an Infrastructure Funding Statement which will be published annually 
by 31 December. The Infrastructure Funding Statement reports on all funds secured, received 
and spent in the previous financial year for CIL and S106. The authority will use 5% of the CIL 
revenue to fund the administration costs of the Levy. 
 

7.2. CIL is payable on the day development is commenced. Payment can be made in instalments (if 
eligible) as set out in the instalments policy in Appendix 2.  

 
 

3 The gross internal floorspace is the internal area of the building, and should include rooms, circulation and service space such as lifts and floorspace 

devoted to corridors, toilets, storage, ancillary floorspace (e.g.underground parking) etc. 

4 The definition of lawful use is contained in Schedule 1 Part 1 of the CIL (Amendment) (England) (No. 2) 2019 states that “….contains a part that has 

been in lawful use for a continuous period of at least six months within the period of three years ending on the day planning permission first permits 

the chargeable development.” 
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7.3. Below is some further guidance that may be helpful: 
• When an application for planning permission is submitted when CIL is payable, it must include 
an ‘Additional CIL Information’ form together with any relief or exemption claim forms 
completed with details of the development. This enables Rugby BC to calculate the amount of 
CIL payable. These documents must be submitted with your planning application.  
• The person who intends to pay CIL must assume liability prior to commencement by submitting 
an assumption of liability form.  
• If CIL chargeable permitted development is to be carried out, there is a requirement to submit 
a notice of chargeable development before development begins.  
• A commencement notice must be submitted for any other CIL chargeable development that 
requires planning permission.  
• If the circumstances of an exemption or relief have changed (a ‘disqualifying event’) Rugby BC 
must be notified.  
• On commencement the liable person must pay CIL in accordance with the instalments policies. 
A demand notice will be sent with details of how much to pay and the details of the instalments 
required.  
• If you receive any notice from Rugby BC, such as a demand notice, information notice or stop 
notice you must make the payment, provide the information or stop work on your development 
as requested in the notice.  
• If you don’t assume liability, submit a commencement notice, submit a notice of chargeable 
development, notify the council of changes to circumstances affecting an exemption or relief or 
reply to an information notice this may incur a financial penalty (surcharge) that will be added 
to the amount of CIL you have to pay.  
• Late payment of CIL incurs a financial penalty (statutory late payment interest) that will be 
added to your CIL and failure to pay may lead to enforcement action and legal proceedings.  
• The liability to pay CIL is registered as a land charge and is not removed until the full amount 
of CIL has been paid and any period for disqualifying events has expired. 

 
7.4. You can appeal if you think we’ve mis-calculated the amount of CIL you need to pay and/or any 

relief or exemption you’ve claimed. You can also appeal our decision on apportioned liability, a 
surcharge, deemed commencement and a CIL stop notice (see appeals guidance). You can’t 
appeal against the principle of paying CIL or negotiate the amount payable.  
 

7.5. The CIL forms, guidance notes and further information is available on the Planning Portal 
website: Planning Portal – CIL at https://www.planningportal.co.uk/planning/policy-and-
legislation/CIL/about-CIL. 

 
7.6. Detailed guidance on CIL appeals is available on the Valuation Office and Planning Portal 

websites: Valuation Office CIL appeals guidance at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/community-
infrastructure-levy-how-to-make-an-appeal#:~:text=DH1%203UW-
,Contact,refer%20to%20the%20Planning%20Portal. 

 
7.7. Planning Portal - CIL appeals at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/appeal-a-community-

infrastructure-levy-enforcement-notice 
 
7.8. The Community Infrastructure Levy ((Amendment) (England) (No.2) Regulations 2019) came into 

force on 1 September 2019. Under these regulations, Infrastructure Funding Statements (IFS) 
have replaced CIL Regulation 123 Lists as the mechanism through which projects are identified 
for CIL funding. The IFS will be published annually and provide a summary of all financial and 

https://www.planningportal.co.uk/planning/policy-and-legislation/CIL/about-CIL
https://www.planningportal.co.uk/planning/policy-and-legislation/CIL/about-CIL
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/community-infrastructure-levy-how-to-make-an-appeal#:~:text=DH1%203UW-,Contact,refer%20to%20the%20Planning%20Portal
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/community-infrastructure-levy-how-to-make-an-appeal#:~:text=DH1%203UW-,Contact,refer%20to%20the%20Planning%20Portal
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/community-infrastructure-levy-how-to-make-an-appeal#:~:text=DH1%203UW-,Contact,refer%20to%20the%20Planning%20Portal
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/appeal-a-community-infrastructure-levy-enforcement-notice
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/appeal-a-community-infrastructure-levy-enforcement-notice
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non-financial developer contributions relating to S106 and CIL within the Borough. It will include 
a statement of infrastructure projects that Rugby Borough Council intends to, or may be, wholly 
or partly funded by CIL. It will also set out the CIL spending protocol setting out the process that 
the Council will undertake for allocating CIL receipts. 
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APPENDIX 1 – PROPOSED COMMUNITY 
INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY CHARGING 
SCHEDULE 
 

Purpose  

 

This schedule sets out the Community Infrastructure Levy charging rates proposed by Rugby Borough 

Council.  

 

Date of Approval  

 

This charging schedule will be approved by Rugby Borough Council at a meeting of its full Council at a 

date to be determined subject to the receipt of a favourable Examiners report.  

 

Effective Date  

 

This Charging Schedule shall take effect on a date to be determined by full Council.  

 

Charging Rates per sq.m. 

 

Development Type Rugby Urban Area Rural Area 

Residential houses – 11 
units or more 

£60 £160 

Residential houses – 10 or 
fewer units 

£100 £200 

Residential development on 
strategic sites 

Nil Nil 

Residential apartments – 10 
of fewer units 

Nil £200 

Residential apartments – 11 
or more units 

Nil £160 

Convenience retail £100 £100 

Industrial, light industrial, 
storage and distribution 

£5 £5 
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All other uses Nil Nil 

 

Notes: 

1 Residential unit numbers refer to net figures. 

2 Residential excludes student accommodation, HMOs, retirement living or sheltered housing; extra 

care housing or housing-with-care and residential care homes and nursing homes as defined by 

Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 63-010-20190626 of the Planning Practice Guidance. 

3 Strategic Sites are Coton Park East, Rugby Radio Station (Houlton) and South West Rugby as shown 

on the Residential charging zones map at Figure 1 below. 

4 Apartments are separate and self-contained dwellings within the same building. They generally have 

shared access from the street and communal areas from which individual dwellings are accessed. 

Apartment buildings have dwellings on more than one floor and are subdivided horizontally by floor.  

5 Other chargeable residential development (e.g. residential extensions over 100 sq m and 

annexes) will be charged at the relevant zone rate. 

6 ‘Industrial’ is use class B2, ‘light industrial’ is use class E(g)(i), and ‘storage and distribution’ is use 

class B8 in each case as defined in Schedules 1 and 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 

Order 1987 (as amended). 

 

Calculating the Chargeable amount of CIL  

 

CIL is charged on all new developments which create more than 100m2 of floor space and on those 

developments which create 1 or more new dwellings, even where the floor space is less than 100m2. 

The chargeable amount of CIL is calculated on the gross internal area of the net increase in floor area. 

The amount to be charged for individual developments will be calculated in accordance with 

Regulation 40 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, as amended.   

 

Indexation 

 

The CIL Regulations specify that the index to be used is the ―National All-in Tender Price Index 

published from time to time by the Building Cost Information Service (BCIS) of the Royal Institution of 

Chartered Surveyors; and the figure for a given year is the figure for 1st November of the preceding 

year. In the event that the All-in Tender Price Index ceases to be published, the index to use will be 

The Retail Prices Index. 
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Figure 1 Residential CIL Charging Zones 
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APPENDIX 2 – CIL INSTALMENTS POLICY 
This policy has been prepared in accordance with Regulation 69B of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as 
amended) The Council will allow payment of CIL by instalments according to the total amount of 
liability as follows: 
 

Amount of 
Liability 

Number of 
Instalments 

Payment Periods 

£50 - £50,000 1 • Total amount payable within 60 days of 
commencement. 

£50,001 - 
£150,000 

2 • £50,000 payable within 60 days of 
commencement.  

• Balance payable within 120 days of 
commencement. 

£150,001- 
£300,000 

3 • £50,000 payable within 60 days of 
commencement.  

• Balance payable in a further two instalments 
of equal amounts within 120 and 240 days. 

More than 
£300,000 

4 • £50,000 payable within 60 days of 
commencement.  

• Balance payable in a further three 
instalments of equal amounts within 120, 
240 and 360 days. 

 
The instalments policy only applies in cases where the persons liable for paying CIL have complied 
with all the relevant regulations. Regulation 70 of the CIL Regulations 2010 (as amended) sets out 
that a CIL instalments policy will only apply in the following circumstances:  
 
1 Where the Council has received CIL Assumption of Liability Form prior to commencement of the 
chargeable development; and  
 
2 Where the Council has received a CIL Commencement Notice prior to the commencement of the 
chargeable development If either of these requirements are not complied with, the instalments set 
out above will not apply and the total liability will become payable within 60 days of the 
commencement of the chargeable development.  
 
If development is completed prior to the date payments are required of the instalments, full CIL 
payment should be made on completion.  
 
N.B. For outline applications which permit development to be implemented in phases, each phase 
of the development is a separate chargeable development. In such cases the instalments policy will 
apply to each separate chargeable development.  
 
Date of effect: This policy will come into effect on the date of adoption of the CIL Charging Schedule 
by Full Council. 
 

 


